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The present application is rejected based on the following Grounds. In 
the case that the applicant has comments regarding the rejection, please 
file an Argument within three months of the issue date of this Notice. 



[Ground 1] 

The inventions defined in the following claims of the present application 
could have been made easily by those having ordinary skill in the art, 
based on the inventions disclosed in the following publications, which 
were distributed either domestically or overseas, or inventions that were 
made available to the public via telecommunications lines, prior to the 
filing date of the present application. Therefore, patent rights cannot 
be granted, according to the regulations prescribed in Article 29, 
Paragraph 2 of the Patent Law. 



GROUNDS 



NOTES (refer to the List of Cited References) 



Claims 1 through 17 

Cited References 1 through 13 

Remarks: 

Cited Reference 1 discloses an invention for preventing a password from 
being stolen by a fake terminal or fake server, wherein a user-identifying 
ID, such as a user ID, is input in a terminal and forwarded therefrom to a 
server, the server forwards user-specific information that is stored in 
advance in association with the user ID and known to nobody except for 
the user to the terminal for display, and the user inputs the password that is 
desired to be kept secret in the terminal if the information represented on 
the display is correct. 

Meanwhile, securing integrity of data by using a MAC or signature upon 
receipt/transmission of the data, and encrypting the data were already 
well-known techniques at the filing of the present application, and thus 
could have been easily employed by a person of ordinary skill in the art as 
appropriate. 

Since biological authentication as well as authentication using a password 
was already well-known authentication techniques for authentication of a 
user at the filing of the present application, it would have been easily 
achieved by a person of ordinary skill to conceive of the present invention 
by using biological authentication instead of authentication using the 
password in the invention disclosed in Cited Reference 1. 



In addition, taking into consideration that enhancing the security of a 
transaction by using information depending on the previous transaction is 
a well-known technique, as described in Cited References 2 and 3 for 
example, it would have been easily conceived of by a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to configure the presentation of information depending on 
the previous transaction in Cited Reference 1 as the user-specific 
information to be presented to enhance security 

As for the rest of differences, these references are well within the range of 
design choice used by a person of ordinary skill in the art based on the 
techniques etc. already known at the filing of the present application. 

[Ground 2] 

The recitation of the claims of the present application do not satisfy the 
requirements prescribed in Article 36, Paragraph 6, Sentence 2 of the 
Patent Law in the following points. 

Claim: 1 
Remarks: 

(1) It is unclear what processes are referred to by the expressions 
including "determining" in the recitations "determining (30) identification 
information (32) which identifies the user", and "determining (58) a 
personal feature (56) of the user". 

In addition, although the "determining" means discriminates and 
decides things, it is unclear what description of the present application the 



process of discriminating and deciding the identification information 
identifying the user corresponds to. 

(2) It is unclear what data is referred to by the "data (36)". 

(3) The recitation "to signal or document the authorization of the 
transaction by the user 55 is unclear as a technical phrase in the Japanese 
language (Note: This item of rejection is caused by a literal translation of 
Claim 6, and can be traversed at our end without your specific 
instructions). 

Claim: 7 
Remarks: 

The "acknowledgement data 55 cannot be clearly understood as to 
what data is referred to thereby from the recitation of the Claim. (Please 
clarify what acknowledgement is caused by the data). 

Claim: 8 
Remarks: 

(1) It is not clearly grasped in a technical sense what technical data is 
referred to by the expression "data (44) from which the secret data (SEC) 
can be determined 55 . 

(2) The recitation "documenting the authorization of the transaction by 
the user 55 is an unclear recitation as a technical phrase in the Japanese 
language (Note: This item of rejection is caused by a literal translation of 
Claim 8, and can be traversed at our end without your specific 
instructions). 



Claims: 10 and 14 
Remarks: 

Since the expression "at least in part" is unclear as to the technical 
scope thereof, the inventions defined by the above claims are rendered 
indefinite as a whole (This item of rejection is caused by using ambiguous 
wording in Claims 10 and 14, and can be overcome at our end without your 
specific instructions). 

Claim: 13 
Remarks 

(1) It is unclear what processes are referred to by the expression 
"determining" in the recitation "determining (30), by the terminal (18), 
identification information (32) which identifies the user 5 '. 

In addition, although the "determining 55 means discriminates and 
decides things, it is unclear what description of the present application the 
process of discriminating and deciding the identification information 
identifying the user corresponds to. 

(2) Since the relationship between the "identification information (32) 
which identifies the user 55 and the "user identification data (ID) 55 is unclear, 
the relationship between the limitation "determining, by the terminal (18), 
identification information (32) which identifies the user 55 and the 
limitation "communicating between the terminal (18) and the background 
system (10) to authenticate (38) the terminal (18) at the background 
system (10) and to transmit user identification data (ID) from which the 



user can be derived to the background system (10)" is also unclear. 

(3) It is not clearly grasped what data is referred to in a technical sense 
by the recitation "data (44) from which the secret data (SEC) can be 
derived". 

(4) Since the background system sends the "data (44) from which the 
secret data (SEC) can be determined" and yet the terminal seems to 
perform a process using the "secret data (SEC)" in the next step, the 
recitation seems to indicate that the information sent by the background 
system does not coincide with the information received by the terminal. 

(5) It is unclear which one of the background system and the terminal 
executes the "determining (58), by the terminal (18), a personal feature of 
the user", and the "performing the transaction using data (62) pertaining at 
least to the personal feature (56) of the user" (Note: this item of rejection 
with respect to the former step (58) can be traversed by using an 
alternative terminology in the Japanese claim). 

Claim: 15 
Remarks: 

Since Claim 15 is extremely unclear as an expression in the 
Japanese language, it is not clearly grasped what technical scope for patent 
is sought thereby. 

Claim: 16 
Remarks: 

Since the recitation "A device, in particular a terminal (18) and/or a 



background system (10), equipped for executing a method according to 
any one of Claims 1 through 15" does not specifically define, in Claims 13 
through 15 in particular, a method performed by the terminal or a method 
performed by the background system, it may be considered to define a 
method performed by a system including the terminal and background 
system. Thus, these Claims seek patents for a "device that performs a 
method performed by a system including a plurality of devices", and thus 
include a meaningless recitation in a technical sense in the Japanese 
language. 

Therefore, the invention defined in Claim 16 is indefinite. 

Claim: 17 
Remarks: 

Since the "product" in the recitation "computer program product" is 
an unclear terminology with respect to the technical scope thereof, the 
invention defined in Claim 17 is rendered ambiguous as a whole. 

Therefore, the invention defined in Claim 17 is indefinite. 

(It is recommended to consider an amendment including the 
recitation, for example, "A computer program comprising programmed 

instructions " or "A recording medium storing a computer program 

comprising programmed instructions ". 

If new grounds for rejection are found, the applicant will be notified of the 
new grounds for rejection. 
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